
ALERT SYSTEMS INC. 
October 28, 2004 

Commission Secretary 
Office of the Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ‘ ~  Street, sw 
Room TW-A325 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

I RECEIVED & INSPECTED 

1 OCT 2 9 2004 

Re: FCC EB Docket No. 04-296 

Fil ina Party: Alert Systems Inc. 
4476 Robertson Road 
Madison, WI 53714 
608.441.1509 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Enclosed please f ind Alert System Inc.’s response to FCC EB Docket No. 
04-296 and the following: 

1. 

2 .  

3. 

Short and Concise Summary of Substantive Arguments 
Existing public warning systems, even when used collectively, reach 
too few people at risk and too many people not at risk. 
The Commission should adopt performance attributes and features 
per recommendations herein so everyone can objectively judge 
various EAS options. 
The features include: 

Deliver all messages simultaneously, not sequentially. 
Deliver messages to geographic areas that conform to  incident 
areas, and to audiences categorized by function, rank, etc. 
Consider that electrical power may not be available. 
Deliver to people where they live, work and play. 
Awaken people who are sleeping and have no active device 
turned on. 
Deliver messages to people in transit (15 % of the population is 
in i ts cars at any point during the day). 
Provide ADA compliance, particularly the deaf and hard of 
hearing. 

4. It’s not practical t o  put all necessary warning system features into 
all types of services (analog / digital). 
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5. 

6. 
7. 

8.  

9. 

It’s not possible to get sufficient public warning performance and 
meet other crit ical EM operation goals unless a l l  new 
services/delivery devices have virtually all features described in 
item 7. 
An APAWS solution is mandatory. 
The favored APAWs solution: 

Has al l  of the features cited in  item 4. 
0 Provides multi- l ingual message targeting. 
0 Drives local area (factory) sirens, aids used by deaf, electronic 

signage, computer networks. 
0 Can be extended by text-to-voice synthesis and other ways. 

0 No subscriptions or subscriber fees required. 
0 All messages delivered simultaneously, not sequentially 
0 Multi l ingual capacity. 
0 Capacity to reach people at work and at any time of night or 

day 

The favored APAWS solution offers equity for the public: 

The favored APAWS solution addresses reliabil i ty and technical 
concerns : 

0 

0 Signal penetration into buildings. 
0 Non-blocking ‘ last-mile’ channel. 
0 Individual messages tailored to  specific area and I or audience. 
0 No message duplication (warning fatigue). 
0 Direct access to channel (no human intermediaries - speed, 

automated stations, human error, l iabil i ty). 

Minimal standby power consumption (EPA). 

0 Device operates for days after power failure. 

0 Supports training, preparedness, response and recovery 
phases of disasters. 

0 Is  true, all-hazard solution. 
0 Expedites mobilization and notif ication efforts. 
0 Solves local issues - community policing, Amber Alert - as well 

as national homeland security objectives. 
0 Requires no user database to be maintained by public safety 

organizations. 
Utilizes open standards and existing infrastructure. 

11. A PAW solution is necessary for back-up and other reasons. 
0 Tiered bandwidth approach to alerting addresses a number of 

reliabil i ty and EM planning issues. 
12. The Commission should embrace the CAP protocol to operate PAW 

and APAWS but recognize that CAP must be further enhanced. It 
lacks functions needed for mobilization and other EM purposes. 

13. The Commission should embrace a public / private partnership 
representative of al l  stakeholders in  the nation’s emergency 
information highway. The stakeholders also include: 

I O .  The favored APAWS solution addresses EM needs: 

0 

0 Local EM agencies 
State government (and organizations representative of them) 
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0 Technology providers (communications carriers, innovators, 
equipment providers) 

0 Organizations with risk and liability interests (Municipal risk 
insurance pools, hazmat manufacturers, nuclear power). 

0 Organizations with research / education / policy missions 
0 Auxiliary service providers (Red Cross, Search & Rescue) 
0 Public I public advocates (deaf, elderly) 

14. The Commission should favor a seamless emergency information 
highway including the revised EAS and AWAPS that facil i tates the 
core processes of EM and enhances mutual aid. 

15. The Commission should adopt the master plan and performance 
metrics produced by the public / private partnership described in  
item 13 to guide future EAS rulemaking 

Table of Contents 

The comments, which follow, make a coherent argument. However, they 
do not always follow the sequence of the NPRM points. Attached are 
two tables of contents cross-referencing NPRM paragraphs and 
responder’s recommendations. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALERT SYSTEMS INC. 

Susan B. King 
General Counsel 

4476 Robertson Road rn Madison, Wisconsin, 53714 

Telephone: (608).  44 1.1509 rn ~ ~ ~ \ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ k  (608) 44 1.1 5 10 = F ~ . , ~  susan.king @ernalerr.com 
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REPLY COMMENTS OF 
Alert Systems Inc. 

4.476 Robertson Road 
Madison, WI 53714 
(608) 441-1509 

October 28,2004 

The author of this reply, Kendall Post, Chief Technology Officer of Alert Systems 
Inc., has undertaken unique studies and technical work over the last 7-years that are 
relevant to EA’S rulemaking. The data underlying this work was gathered from off-the- 
record discussions with emergency managers, after-incident reports, homeland security 
strategies, informal surveys, public safety and hazard mitigation conferences, research 
papers, disaster news accounts, federal reporls, and other sources. 

The author was a founding member and trustee of the Partnership for Public Warning 
and is achowledged in the federal report, ESfecthv Disaster Warnings‘ (OSTP, Nov 
2000). 

The author acknowledges the Commission’s preference that parties track the organization 
set forth in its NPRM in order to facilitate the Commission’s internal review process. 
Because the author addresses the need for an integrated, seamless national emergency 
communications and public warning system, he raises issues not specifically identified in 
the NPRM. In order to facilitate the reader’s understanding, he hereby presents his 
comments in a narrative sequence, which may make his response more easily understood. 
Two cross-reference tables of contents are found on pages 20 ad 21. Table of Contents4 
will help the reader correlate the NPRM paragraphs to the author’s recommendations. 

’ E f f e c t i v e  D i s a s t e r  W a r n i n g s .  W o r k i n g  G r o u p  o n  N a l u r a l  D l s a s l e r  I n f o r m a l l o n  S y s t e m ,  Subcomrr i l lee  of 
N a t i o n a l  S c i e n c e  a n d  T e c h n o l o g y  C o u n c i l  r e l e a s e d  Nov 8 2000 
t t - c  V K A  f e m a  c c s  c d 0 r r r  0: s r e v  o c I 2 7  o C f  
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Collected study data supports this st:iiemciit. I t  she\\ s serious ueaknesses in the nation's 
public warning s ! w m s  e\'en tvhen all sytenis are'used together. In an email survey. the 
author asked Emergency h l a n a p s  ( Ilhls) to estiniate lhc' percentage of the public they 
could a1ci.i will~in 1 5  minutes for a iiiajoi. threat. Ehls  \villi jurisdictions of 5.5M people 
estimated ma!-bc 23% at 3A3I and pcI11.1p 4000 a1 10:lhl. Subsequent disaster events 
show these percentagcs to be signiiicantl!. optimistic. 

EA15 tolJ us the cfiicac.? cJexisiin; >> ,icin\ iiic.ltiding I- :',S is hcing undermined by 
-tight' building construction methods. Sdtcllite W. ilir lntcrni,i. nio\ ie rentals, mobile 
lifestyles. rind call scrc.cning. \\'hen tlic C O I L N  of tlic A! docs iiut pre-sensitize people to a 
thrc.;it o r  \\lien tlic tliicnt is color1c.s~ o r  odorless. the sccc'sihilit! ofthe public is 
c o i i s i d ~ m h l ~  n i o i ~  pi~cible~iiatic. I'eopli~ ulio are deaf and hard-of-hearing. staying in 
hotels oI canipgrounds. li\.ing in  rural areas. or \sorL:iny in factories and \\arehouses. and 
shopping in nialls are unrcachable on short notice with an!. certainty. And when utility 
po\ver fails. all hsts are off. 

At a .lune‘ 2004 conference s~~oiisorc'cl b! the Partnership for Public \!'amin€. a Florida 
Emergent!. hlanagemciit (Ehl.1 official doubted he could relinhl). reach e\'en S% at 3AhI. 
In shov, of hands. all Yoting attendees rated existing systems inadequate or worse. 

Clearl!.. the nation's public \variiing capabilities need inipro\.ement 



Until goals ale set. \{e can aigue ciidIe>\l! about \+lirtlicr it's betta to  patch existing 
s! stmi5 or adopt ne\\ teclinolog! 
continue to favor the statu\ quo 

AnJ die piesent lack of an) deai objectives will 

And o\'er the long term a> scicncz and technolog!. ad\ BIICC. ~ l i o  should maintain those 
goals? \!'list. il'an!. orgaiiiiznticin is full! rspresentarive of all stakeholders? 



Recommendation 4: The FCX sliould !a\ or aggressive performance goals (NPRh3 
paragraph 31) tor t l ic niition's ni~rroll piil~lir warning solution that hrst: 

Enalilc local I 3 1  agcnries t o  us( advanced incident nianiigcnirnt technologies 
and nicttiods. 
Foster formation of a seamless national incident nianagenient sj'stem in 
w hiell local Ehls can he full! enipin! fret1 and n i ; i ~ i n i a l l > .  responsive. 
Also facililatr rsternal resource niokdization and local interagency 
notification actkitieh. 
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People don't like solutions that don't iiiinirdi:itcl! dillt.renti:iic, bet\\cen s! stem teas. 
serious threat\ anJ duplicatr \4ai-ningi 4lothers bathing iniants and operators of factor! 
equii>iiii'iii I-csciii i h c  n c w l  io run  to  th,. 1'1' onl!. t o  f ind ilia1 thc ale11 tone indicates a ten 
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dif'f2rent iii~r\-iniuni intcn < I I  (t!,picall!. 5 or 6 times greater than 
tesi) as hpecified b) inl'orniation source. 

b)  Staiion announcers ma!. iyerbalize uparning audio in a). 
c )  If streaming audio recei\,ed (announcement by President. 

Go\-erncri. etc). dispia! icon (suggest President. State or Local 
GOY seal i .  play warning or vatch alert tone per urgency code. 
scroll XhIL Irxt if pi-o\ ided. and pla) audio / video stream. 

a )  When urgenc! codc indicates test but no text. audio or video. 
displa!. E4S icon for  5 seconds. 

b) M'hcn t i rgenq codc indlcaies test. and text or audio or video is 
also i-ecei\ed. pla) IC'SI alert tone. scroll X.hll_ test. andlor play 
audio \.ideci once. ( '1  one and audio I video together run 5 
scconds mas .) 

c System Test: 

o Response times: Watch / warning communications should be inserted into 
the programming sii'cani within 1 minute. Test communications should 
occur within 5 minutes. 

Same as Suiclli!c~ TI ' a n t 1  Cahlc S)>.vems - .4'0n-Locrd Channels except 2% 
of population and 556 of service area. 

lniniediate life threat situations (\varnings) or imminent threat situations 
(watches) affecting iiiore than IOUh of population in signal coverage area 
(serviced b! individual transponders and spot beams) or 20% of signal 
coverage area (><I - \  iceJ b! iiidi\ idual ti-anspunders and spot beams) of 
I ndi idual hcaJ -mJ i ' l i  i I i piiieii: 

Locril TI '  Sitr~ions inclitdinp those relmiadcu~i on Satelliie TC',for local markets. 
o 

Saiellite Radio 
o 

a) Ii'concisc >;AIL audic receiwd and unt i l  expiration. play 
warning or  \\-atch alcrt tone per urgent). code and concise 
X h l L  audio. and rc,ica1 at iiid.\iiiiuni inicrvals (typically 5 or 6 
times greater than test) ;IS sixcified by inforination source. 

& I \  crii<)i.. cic' ). displ;:;, I C C ) I I  (suggest President. State or Local 
<io\ seal 1. play warning or watch alert tune per urgency code, 
scroll X h l L  text if p r o d e d .  and play audio / video stream. 

a )  \\:hen ui+!eiic! code indicates test. pia!, test alert tone and play 
. test audirj nicssage oiice. ( lonc  and audio together run 5 

sccorlds m i i ~ . )  

b) If s11-c;iming audio recti\ ed (aiinouncenitnt by President. 

r S! stem Test: 

o Response iii1ic.s: M'atcli , wariiiiiy communications should be inserted into 
the progranimiiig s i i m i i  within 1 minute. Test communications should 
occur within 5 minute>. 

L O C X I ~  ,.I.\l, I-!\! D. 113 , ?? i t i i i o~~ . \  ;ndu t / l / /g  //io.\< r ~ , / w o d u \ i  1 /17  .SuiC,lliie Rudio jofor- 
I O L . U I  /~l[r/~kc~i.\.  

M'hen less than 8090 of' signal co\.eragt arcii is emwed by Cell-/SMS- 
Broadcast \varning syii~ii i  ( Kecommr,ndation I8 ) ur  \\.hen Cell-ISMS- 
Broadcast s!-stem is non-o~~~rational (disaster damnge. etc.). and so long as 

Aleri Systems Inc. EB Docket No. 04-296, 102812004 13 



less than 60% ol'hanic~ ;tiid iiusinz~\css in signal cowrage area lack a 'fixed- 
sI t r '  Cell-/ShlS-Broatl~ .ist receiver: 

Same as .S[//e////o l i c i l i i i J  r'rcep ' " t ,  of' poj~tilation and 5%) oj'ser\;ice area. 

Ll'hcn 809.0 of signal co\ erage area is covered by Cell-!SMS-Broadcast 
uarning system (Reconimendation 18). and that s\.steni is operational (not 
limited b! disaster o r  o ~ l i c n \  isel. aiud \\.lien 60'1% of'honies and businesses in 
the signal co\.rrage a r ~ ' ~ i  h;i \  e a . i i \ L d  > i t L , .  C'ell-/SMS-Broadcast receiver: 
o Same as Smellitc, Rrrdio except 10% of population and 20% of service area 

and relaxed message repeat r a w  

Percents of population and signal area. and repeat frequencies should be reconsidered 
after each new edition of the mastel plan (Reconimendation 1 1 ). 

Associations of s en  ice t!'pes should he allou d to propose service specific enhancements 
beyond the basic capabillt!.. But \\.e reconimcnd that ~vhere  enhancements are 
recommended they be consistent \ \  i thin that senrice so sources of vital information are 
reasonabl!, predictable by the public in disastci- situations. It may be possible for some 
services to  adopt some of the n i c ' t l i ~ . r i ! ~  in the i:c\\ \\mming system presented in 
Recommendation 22. 

Recommendation 20: The FC'C' should mandate state and local interruptions. The 
EAS rules proposed above should minimize tlic interruption concerns cited in NPRM 
paragraph 24. Simple tones and concibe message fbrtiiats niinimize message length. 
Tests are very short. The new \Val-ning system described in  the next recommendation 
minimizes usage of EAS as depIo!-ment expands. 

The ICs Internet and Xhll. protocols. together. reduce the need for on-air EAS testing 
(NPRM paragraph 33) .  ('oniputcr\ oi'einergcm! informatian providers ! originators 
could periodicall), could issue 'diiiiiiii! . coinmxids thnt cause remote destination 
coniputers to generate a response ihat confirms operation of the communications channel 
and rciiio~c coiiiptiIcrs. This lii1-1.i $ $ I '  oi'iiair test i l l?  could hc ~ ic i~ I l>  continuous. F'ault- 
tolerant dual computer coniigurations could increase reliability even further. With these 
methods. on-air tests could be rrdiiced I L ~  nioii!hl! or qual-terlj \vhile gaining system 
reliabilit!. 

Recommendation 21 : licgarding AI'AM'S (Nl'Rhl pawgraph 32) and PAW (NPRM 
paragraph 33), the FC'C should fiivor a PA\\' solution and the addition of a 
particular AP.4\11S (Rccommentln(ion 22). h h t  ol'the existing and alternate warning 
systems - Internet. telrplione auiu-dialer. fax h l ; i > ~ I .  t i c .  - tr j  to adapt common consumer 
technolog!. to public umiing mis~ions. The!, accept ihc limitations imposed by these 
devices. BUI these limitatiuns traii\lalc into ii lack o!'~~ssential i'cii~ures per the list in 
Recommendation 5. And these niissing features limit effectiveness. 
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Example: The recipirnt of a phone call caniiot tell from the ring Lvhether the content of 
the call - old high-school friend \\tints to chat. political campaign solicitation. or public 
warning. 

We are not ad\ cicnting t o ~ a l  disiiiiial of existing \ \  xning sj'stenis. however. They have 
back up, mobilization. and other \,slue in disaster management. All should be available 
and be used in  the manner that best minimizes tlie consequences of individual emergency 
situations. It makes no sense to tie-up every phone line resource for public warning 
purposes and then not have the abilit! to niohiIi7.e the external resources needed for an 
effective di sastcI respon sc' 

Recommendation 22. I'hc FCC.' xliould fosltr ii n o r  'last-milr' public warning 
channel (NPRM paragraph 32). 'l'lic unused C'ell-13roadcast / SMS-Broadcast 
capabilities of GSM and CDMA ccllular systenib. respectively, provide a very suitabfe 
low bandwidth option. The author participated in  a recent test of the GSM infrastructure 
and cell-phones in the US so that capability ir; known to be operational 

Cellular carriers cc)nlinuc 10 make massive in\ estments annually to expand coverage. 
And Cells on Wheels (COLL's) \villi crank-up iinvers. generators and satellite antenna 
linkages can be towed 01. air-dropped lor rapid recovery from major physical destruction. 

At the present time. no altcrnati\.c 'lait-mile' clinnncl offers so niuch opportunity to 
improve tlie eftectiveness of public uarnings so qiiicl~l!~. All of tlie attributes and 
features listed in Recommendatioii 5 can be mct with this channel. 

Cell broadcasting can pro\ ide str:itcgic messaging i n  t\vu Lvays. The simple approach 
transmits a \varning thrciii$ the iiii<' or more cell5 that encompass the affected area. In 
the second approach. a description of the affecked area (polygon. ellipsoid, FIP) is 
attached to the narning mcssagc iirid this info!~mation is transmitted throu~h all cells over 
a larger region as appropi-iaie 10 thc siitiation. The latter method allo\vs people who have 
been dislocated by an e\'ent like R litmicane tcd hi. recalled bj, specific locale. It gives 
EMS niore optioiis in  IiiLIil!. dyiiamic situatioiih \<\ l i ~ ~  the! iiia) need to change the 
warning for people \vho are ahead!- relocating out ol'the area. As CiPS or other location 
capabilities are integi-a1ed into m o r t  ccll-p1ioii.x the latter method beconies ever more 
appealing. 

Cell-broadcasting is applicable to hotli 'fixed-sitc.' de\.icch t h i .  home and office use as 
well as mobility devices l ike 'sinart plloiies' and automobile teleiiiatics. 11's now entirely 
possible to achieve all desired fci11~1rrs \ 4 i l h  dedicated warning / mobilization devices. 
Wall-cradle mounted and other ' liwii-site" \xriants can be built today with high-volume 
cell-phone chipsets and production lincss. Onl! 3 buttons - silence alarm. scroll-up, 
scroll-do\vn. delete me 
warnings u'ere dispa1chc.d throiigli ,111 carricIx. t l1 .w Ji.\ iccs c u t i l J  auto-num across all 
net\vorks for masiniuni signal rcdirnd;incy and gap li Iling. These de\:ices can easily drive 
highway signagc. coiiipiitci~ net\\ ( 1 1  i L >  :II l a i p  litiildingz. 1'1.4s dccoders (demonstrated). 

ge - \ \ o ~ i l d  hc neeJcd l;;r ciperation. And assuming that 



factor! floor sirens. pillou vibratilt.h and strohc lights used by people who are deaf 
(NPRM paragraph 2 2 ) .  etc. 

NOW in the pre\ ious paragraph t l ~ i !  ' li\ed->itL. 1L.c.b ~ . a ] ~ i b l e  u l ' d r i ~  in$ EAS decoders 
and computers have already been cleniotistrat~~il 01 pose simple communications interface 
issues. Even lo\\. potver radio and - J \ '  station operatim could afford to participate in a 
basic warning solution of this type. (K1'Kh.l psragraph 45) 

Unfortunatelj,, existing cell phone> don't  no\\. pro\.ide all of the desired features cited 
earlier. Reception of cell-broadcast messages is generally delayed till voice 
communications is completed. f'ciiplc often iurn-oft' phones during church services. 
concerts, meetings, and at night. I'lic~ies lacl\. urgency coding mechanisms. Service 
contracts may limit roaming to carriet-s with iiiIL.rior signal coverage in some areas. 

Fortunately. we're not stuck long-tcmi with ihcse limitations. Some of the missing 
features like urgency coding are relatively simple to add to cell phones from a technical 
standpoint. A growing number of phones can be upgraded over-the-air or at automated 
senics  k iosk  that alIeaJ! dispcii:.~ 1.i11g-toii~,\ anii gaiiics. Some tit'\\. features w-ill 
require national technical r e c ~ i i i i i i ~ i ~ ~ l ' i ~ ~ o i i s  and a unified voice from the emergency 
management commtinii~ . 13ut cell-plione ttiri-l-t>\'cr Iiiies arc high. so neM features can 
reach general usage in a couple ol'years. And both ol'the strategic messaging methods 
cited earlier could be t i d  together \\.hilt. Iegx! phones art' phased-out. 

Officials in several cities have indicated that i t '  'tised-site' devices of'this type were 
available. the! \zould aci\ ~icilte btiiidi1ig codch ILii. ~ I I : , I I  iikc >niol;c alarm>. 

With the ne\+ EAS rules proposed hei-rin. Cell-/SMS-Broadcasting. 'fixed-site.' cell- 
phones and automobile telematics devices form a potent APAWS solution. 

Recommendation 23: The FCC should f'ai,or an AWAPS solution that includes Cell- 
/ShlS-Broadcast metliotls lor .AI).& r c a w i i \  p ~ r  SI'lOI paragraph 36. The author 
tested rudimcntar! 'lixc,i-.,ik' dL,\ i L L  , / ' .  ill1 J L ,  , ': L . , ~ I  ai-c Llcai'and l i \c in Marathon 
County. Wi.  'These de\ KC'S were \\L*ll rccei\id " 1  hey make me feel like part of the 
coinmunit! _.' "1 don't likc iiccdin; 51 lc-cial el Cart tiwi [EMS] knoiving it could delay help 
for someonc else who i 4  h;idl! iiij~ii-~kii .' 'l.exl-:ii-\ oicc synthesis can he employed for 
persons with \.ision Jis;rhil i t  icb. 

Note that a number o fe~sen~ ia l  1.tttiic> l i b t d  iii ! 2 ~ . i o m n i e 1 i ~ l a t ~ ~ ~ i i  5 clrr conveniences to 
the 'temporarily able boJicd' hut ,ire necesbiLic,s Iix persons \\.lie art' eldt'rl!; or infirni. 
An EAS alert on the raditi in the nc.xi room t l u i  atf'rcrs another geographic area may be a 
annoyance to most 01' LIS. but t'or soiiiivtie \ d i ( i  caiinol sad!, get out oftheir chair or 
nio1.e. the!.'rt' a major burdcn tliak c u i  piit 1hc~ii-  lite ;II risk (hip fracture from fall). 

Cognitive issues are important facto] \ \lessage ieplay and simple device operation can 
be critical to message rc~iitioii and pc.1 wn'il di,cision-making. Man) of these issues are 
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Rrcriuimendation 24: 1ieg;irtliny 1111. w;i i~ i ing  language issues of W R M  paragraph 
40, thc E CC stiould agilill l'o~tci. ;I rc.ll-l~roailc;rstillg based warning system. *Smart' 
warning receivers can segregate a i i c i  (lispla!. ii message in the preferred language from a 
data stream. These mciliods are n o t  aiti.'icti\ L' options for analog communications 
services. 

For man!. coninion eiiiergcnc:, s i t i N : i t i t J n h  like iol-nadwa. warnings can be pre-scripted 
(ma! have to f i l l - in  al'ik.tcci 1ocali.1 11: i i i t i l l ip lc  laiigt+cb. Computer translation of 
simple message is also t casihlt. tliotigti aLltol1i;ilic traiislations are sometimes clumsy. 
Message text in various language5 c111 casi l? hi. tagged (XML protocol) for dispatched to 
the various 'last-mile.' cli; iniiels. 

Recommendation 25: Regarding the partncmhip issue in NPKM paragraphs 22, the 
FCC should support a public / p r h  ate partnership that is tasked with maintaining 
the master plan as sciciice :tiit1 t C C h l l l J l U g ! -  ;Id\ iince. Historically. it has taken major 
crises to cause signiticant proyes> i i i  emzrgc.r;c~ niaiiagement technolog> . Readiness 
dictates a steady proacti\.e approach. 

The nation's eniergenc! iiiforiiiation I-Iigha! stritddles myriad govemmental and private 
sector jurisdictions. A Ixirtiic'rsliip is i!ic onl!. Ipractical means to engage all stakeholders. 
It should be charged u i t h  upLIatiiii! thi .  iiiaztcr plan and performance metrics every 5- 
years. And this masw pi;iii s l io~i l~!  iii<:Iiidc tipJ:ite and replacement horizons for all parts 
of the system. The partricidiip nii:~.iIoii S I I U L I J ~  also iriclude technical standards. best 
operating practices. and itieiitil! i i ig RRI) i iccxls. 

Recommendation 27: .lg:iin rqpixfiiig 1\L'IZhl p:1riIgr:i1>h 23, the FCC should insist 
on a partncrship charier : t i i d  I]\ I i i u  \ t l i i i t  cng:igc. ; i l l  stakeholders. While the views 
of all federal agencies need to he consiclcrccL !.edcral agencies are just one of 8 categories 
of stakeholders i n  tlic ii:i1ioii*s eiiiLvy:iii,\ inli)riiintioi! high\\-ay. Other stakeholders 
(Recomiiiendatioii 2 1. ~ - ~ . i r i ~ c ~ i ! a i - l ~  i t i ~ . . . :  I : X 1  :it L-iicieh. ha\ t' missicins o r  interests in seeing 
that issued \\arninga iirc clc.ir\ c1.c~ 
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In this EAS rulenialiiiig ell'ori. collecti\ c' 12dernl \ie\vs on EAS matters should be 
weighted equally \vitli iliose' 01'c.ni~Ii ofihc othcr stakeholder categories. And per 
Recomniendations 8 ancl 9. the!, should hi. considereLi \i.ithin the context of the nation's 
emergency iiiformaticv hiyli\\.a! rather than  tlis FAS ;IS a stand-alone s!,stem. 

The charter should iilso iiiiiiikitc ;I sun  c! o f ' l S ~ i a l  E315 that grades each new master plan 
in terms of the critical priiiciplcs and op~:itiiig praciiccs. The partnership and DHS 
should have to defend ilie plan \ \ . i~h  associated m ~ e ! .  in Congressional hearings. 

Recommendation 2 b :  .\ssuii:iriu tlic Ir:rr'tnc.r..;fiip !,ro\.iyions a l )o \q  thc FCC should 
put on record its wiliirigiic\\ to LIW tl:;. iniijici. pLL! i1.s it ~ ) r i n ~ ~ r j  guideline in future 
EAS rulemaking. 

Recommendation 29: The 1-W should decline the RlSRC suggestion that the 
federal government cocirdin:ite development of a hledia Common Alert Protocol 
(NPRM paragraph 34) .  ' I l i~ i~ ; ! i  h4SRi."s sugyt'stions ha1.e merit. they should be 
addressed \I-ithin t!iz conichi o i ' i l i i '  iiia>,~.i. i i i l i :~.!:- t i~.!i irc.  plan (Krcommendation 1 1 )  and 
by tlie partnership (Kc,iL,!iiiiiciici~iiioii 2: 1 i h :  ;);I\ r e p  Lxn ta t iws  from all stakeholders. 

Limited markets mal,c i t  \ cr! Llil'tjcult 1;li. \ en~lor> to ,iustil) improvements at the rapid 
pace of technology 01- succc rJ  u\'c'r the l~iig-tcriii. The history of91 1 computer aided 
dispatch software is l i ! l L d  \\.iili di~xl-en~lcd proilticts a id  abandonrd business efforts. 
Technical suppori c i i ~ s i ~ ~ , i i c s  L!i~ici,ly. \',, OI.X ! ci. I h  L)I'tlic iiiaii! partial solutions are 



interoperable. The factors above cause most local EM agencies to resort to lowest 
common denominator methods - sequential phone calls, paper maps, and legacy public 
warning systems. 

A sustained applied-engineering program focused on fixing the core processes of EM and 
cost-apportioned amongst states is needed to truly solve public warning and other long- 
standing incident management problems. It will take a critical mass of money over a 
number of years to build a Seamless emergency information highway. We suggest 
favoring 10% of domestic preparedness moneys for multi-state efforts. A modest 
additional federal contribution to pooled efforts would be a suitable inducement. 

Closing Comments 
We urge bold leadership in fixing the nation’s emergency information highway that 
includes the EAS. The performance of existing public warnings systems, even when 
used collectively, is clearly inadequate. Incremental fixes of EAS rules and equipment 
standards will not be sufficient to allow general usage of new EM tools and methods by 
local EM agencies. These tools and methods are essential for dealing with major 
disasters, particularly catastrophic WMD events. 

While hazard sensor technology - weather radar, etc. -has improved steadily, ‘last-mile’ 
technology has barely budged in the last 5 decades. This imbalance must be addressed 
with major revisions of EAS rules and operating methods and other steps. The 
consequences of major calamities like September 11,2001 are simply too great to accept 
minor or ‘quick fixes.’ 

For Further Information, please contact: 
Susan B. King. General Counsel 
Alert Systems Inc. 
4476 Robertson Road 
Madison, Wi 53714 
608.441 .I509 
susan.king@emalert.com 
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